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Chapter 1
Overview of IRLD Evaluation Research
Over. a six-year period, the Institute for Research dg Learning

Nisabilities (IRLD) at the University of Minnesota condicted research
on evaluation issaé§; ‘especially as “they relate to assessing
educational progress of learning disabled students, identifying
instructionally-relevant evaluation procedures, and using continuous
svaluation in classrooms. Current evaluation practices, alternative
measurement procedurés, and thé use of data to evaluate st%gents;
programs were studied by means of a systematic research program.

This report describes the results of IRLD studies that provide
information on evaluation procedures, especially as they relate to

students who are receiving special education services.—FTMiéngs from

1

******* d on research
‘Fesults. The studies from which the findings and recommendationg were
derived used a variety of methodologies. Included among thésé were:
: Comparative studies ' J ' o
. Surveys and interviews n ’
- Experimental studies '

- Developmental studies

- Observations o - :
. S?§§1e subject studies ‘ . o ‘
- Analytical studies '
Implementation studies
Highlights of Major Findings i

thg major findings are

)The major questions that we asked ary

ijons of the findings for

-
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- practice are discussed in Chapter 2. Details of the evidence that
supports. the findings are presented in 'C'h'ap'ters 3-10. Informatli'o'n' on

the data sources and specific research : procedures are presented i .
Chapter 11. - .

1; What do teachers report to be their typ1ca1 evaluation .
pragt1ees7 -
X ’ Y S B
a. Most teachers eva1ua student progress four times

b. Teachers pr1mar11y re1y on 1nforma1 observations or

informal tests to assess stugynt mastery of IEP goa]s

they ravely use systemat1c evaluation procedures ) -

c. The confidénce that teachers have regarding the -

dccurdcy of their judgments abeut student performance
is un3ust1f1ed

teacher to the next.

/¢

2. To what extent do teachers use direet and frequent
™ . measurementsprocedures for evaluation?

a. Most special education teachers are familiar with direct

and frequent measurement strategies, but few use them.

b. Teachers believe that direct and frequent measurement

! ' is time consuming and takes away from. 1nstruct1ona1 time.

‘¢: Teachers who do use. d1rect and freQUent measurement

strategies; on the average, use only a small proportion

of a student s instructional time.

3. To what extént do teachers use the information obta1ned from

direct and frequent measurement to makeawnstruct1ona1
changes?

a.’ Teachers primarily re]y on personal observation and
: judgment td\nake changes 1in instructional programs;
Few teachers use direct and frequent evaluation
1nstruct1ona1 p]ans or to decide when to reteach or: -
review a skill,
\ - ,,,; - - . v - _ .
. b: Teachers who are required to use direct and frequent ) . 5

-

- v

.
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- measurement strategies make more instructional program
- changes for students than do’teachers not required to
- ' use the strategies: .

c. ' Changes made 'by feachers are variable; the most commonh
: : characteristic of changes is the infrequency with which
DS they are made. ‘ ' T

focus on appropriate changes to make in-instruction,

7 motivation; and physical setting:
Reading Evaluation =

4. What are the characteristics.of a recommended direct ﬁéé%&?é

of reading?
. L *
a. A direct measure of reading should focis on the

behavior of reading aloud from text. Measures of this
behavior are technically adequate (valid, reliable, and
sensitive to student growth),.have -instructional

utility, and are logistically feasible -in the classroonm.

A second choice behavior to measure is reading aloud from
word 1i8ts; '

b: When assessing a student's level of performance, the

. : ] difficulty level of the direct reading measuras should be
- - 3s close as possible to the age-grade appropriate Tevel,
without reaching a level so frustrating that the medsure

is insensitive to student growth.

c. When assessing a student's level of performahce, reading
‘test items (text passages or words) should be selected
randomly from a mid-sized domain, such as stories or
// ~ words within a basal reader. . '

.

d.” When selecting passages from one basal readers it is
desirablg to select several "parallel" forms.

‘€. When assessing a student's mastery within progregs
measurement; the reading mastery criterion should be
an _absolute raw score correct and incorrect criterion;:
‘a_recommended criterion is 50-70 words correct per

“hinute, with 7 or fewer errors. , '

5. How should the direct reading measure be administered and
scored?

a. The duration of a direct reading measure should be frofi

one to three minutes each time it is administered.

b. Reading performance or progress on a direct reading

. ) measure should be scored-in terms of the number of words

o I PR
d. Training in. data evaluation procedures should:inciude a s
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read correctly:

c. Within an evaluation system, the d]regtfread1ng measure
should be adm1n1stered at least two to three times per
week. . ,

d. The determination of whether to measure performance or
progress should be made in light of individual student

and teacher needs. Both procedures produce technically
adequate data.

To what extent are basal reader criterion-referenced tests

technically adequate? ,

== Despite the content and face validity of basal®reader
criterion-referenced tests; their technical adequacy is
often questionable. ‘

T Nem

Evaluation ' : 5

(oo

scored? . R

5
of spe111ng i‘ )

a. A direct measure of spelling should focus on the behavior
of wr1t1ng words d1ctated from lists. Medsures of this

behavior are technically adequate (valid, reliable,; and

sensitive to student growth\ have instructional ut111ty,

and are logistically feasible in the classroom. A second

= N . N T

" choice behavior to measure is writing compositions.

b. When assessing a*student's level of performance the

difficulty level of the direct spelling measure should

be within one to two grades of the student's
instructional level.

included in a dictated spelling list should-be se1ected

c. When assess1ng a squent's level of performance, words

randomly from the domain of words in the spelling text
or basal reader.r

How ‘sho\ild the d1rect spe111ng measure be adm1n1stered -and
\ . .

-

a. THe durati‘oh of a direct spelling meagure should be fr/cfv
d

~ two_to three minutes each time it is administered. Paged

,,,,,,,

acceptab]e procedure ;

be Performance on a d1rect spelling measure should be scored
: in terms of either the number of words spelled correctly
or the number of letters in correct sequence. yetpers

in correct sequence is preferred for low- funct1on1ng
students. :

Rq
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.c. Within an evaluation system, the direct spelling measure
should be administered at least two times per week.

d. The determination of whether to measure pérformanCé or
progress should be made on the basis of individual
student and teacher needs. The two procedures produce
similar’ results.

Written Expression Evaluation : .

9.

10.

\

What are the character1st1cs of a recommended direct measure

of written expressian? ;

=< -A direct measure of written expression should focus on
the behavior of(wr1t1ng compos1t1ons in response to a

verbal stimulus. Certain measures of this behavior

(tot'al words written, total-words spelled correctly, or

letters in correct sequence) are technically adeguate,

have instructignal utility, and are logistically feasible

in the classroom;

How §ﬁ§618 the direct written expression measure be

administered and scored?

a: Iheﬁduratﬂoneef a direct written expression measure
| should be three minutes each time it is administered:
b: Performance on a d1reet written express1on measure _

should be, scored in terms of either total number of
words or number of: correctly spelled words.

c:  Wahin an evaluation system; two or three writing
mp]es should be elicited on each measurement occasion.

11.

12.

what are the character1st1cs of a recdmmended direct measure
of oral language?

-

== A direct measure of ora1 1anguage shou1d focus on the
behav1or Q{ descr1b1ng a p1cture stimulus.

How should the d¢rect oral 1anguage measure be adm1n1stered
and scored? _

‘a. Performance on a direct 0ra1 1angua e measure should

be scored in terms of the number of non- repet1t1ve

words spoken. o,
The oral language measure’ shou]d be adm1n1stered by a

fam1l1ar exam1ner.

o

\
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Mathematlcs Evaluat1on

v “13: What are the charackeristics of a recommendeJ d1rect measure
; of mathematics?

-- ’Pre]iminary data suggest that a direct measiire of
. mathematics should focus on the ca]cu1at1on of math
computat1on problems.

14. How shou]d the d1rect mathematics measure he adm1n1stered and
scored? .

a.: ‘The types of problems presented to a student may be

determined by the grade- level of the student or may

sample from all types of math funct1ons

b. Performance on a d}rect mathemat1c9 measure shou]d be

Scored in terms of the number of digits correct.

c. Within an eva1uat10n system; severa] samples should

be elicited. on each measurement occasion;

SécﬁalmAﬂjustment Eva1uat1on

15.  What are the charactéristics of a recommended direct measure
of social adjustment?

\ -

-- A direct measure of soc1a1 adiustment shou]d focus on

general c]assroom conduct and social interaction: The
- spec1f1c behaviors should be 1dent1f1ed within the
‘ ‘ spec1f1c setting of 1nterest o
16. How should thef@1rect social ad]ustment measure be -

adm1n1st%red and scored?

a. Administration of the direct soc1a1 adjustment measiire

could involve observation of the Bbarget: student and

classmates on an interval-sampling schedu1e

b. Performance cou]ﬂ be scored by ta11y1ng occurrences of

. the target behav1ors :

Data Utilization

N

17. ;Wnat'are"recomméndéd;5Focé8urés for graphing déta?

a. Correct performance should be graphed. Incorrect
t

Is sperformance may also be.graphed along with:corfec
performance to provide information about accuracy of
performance .

- ¥ b, When graph1nd a student’s level of/ﬁérformance equal

§° 1ntervaquraph paper .can pe used rather than

G . E i -
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semi=logatithmic chart paper.

c. When graphing a’siﬁdéhtﬂé,féédihgﬁgffé@éjiiﬁg progress
through a_curriculum, number of words spelled or pages
read should be spaced along the ordinate axis :according

to the time of mastery expected of average students in
the curriculum. o -
18. How should graphed data be used to evaluate students’
programs? - c _
N - . M 1
_ e 3 - R S
a. Graphed data“"should be summarized and interpreted to

determine whether the iastrictional program is effective ,
or needs to be changed. v - _ L

S

b: Goal-oriented analysis is preferred for monitoring

progress toward IEP goals, obtaining information about
when to change a student's instriuctional program; and

explaining student progress to parents. and other
teachers; ' - .
.C. Program-oriented analysis jsfpmgférréd for obtajning
ynformation about what to changk in a student's
instructional program: _ : .
d. A combined goal-oriented and program-oriented procedure
K ~ that is recommended involves drawing a trend line
‘\ through 7 to 10 data pojints; if the trend is flatter
than the goal line; a pyrogram modification should be
introduced. 2 i R

" 19. How should teachers be trained to use data for judging

intervention effectiveness and improving student performance?

a. Diréétfjnzzrvicé osgwofkshoptraining,ratherthanse1f
@pmmended for training teachers to

instruction, is re g teachers
collect data frequently and to use the data to make -

instructional decisions.

o
.

efficiency in using direct and frequent

Systematic procedural changes can incneése teachers’
- procedures;

ffic measurement

{

‘¢: Direct training of teachers in measurement activities
is more likely to result in tedcher use and éﬁfﬁtiency

- than training through manuals alone.
. ",

d. Goa] setting is integral to progress measurement
activities; teacHers: should monitor studgnt performance

] - in relation to short-term objectives rather than -
’ long-term goals.
e. Qirect and frequent measurement with curriculum-based -
{ ) >

*\ . . & .
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20. To what extent do measurement and data utilization by

teachers affect students’ 1earn1ng?

a. Student performance increases more when teachers use
specific data-utilization rules to monitor progress than
when they rely on their own Judgment about student
progress

c. Students' know]edqe about their qoa1s and progress is
greater when teachers employ direct and frequent
meQ§qrgment and eva]ugt1on

d. Measurement appears to be a necessary condition in
" , produc1ng student growth, but not a sufficient one;
positive effects of measurement cannot be susta1ned

unig\i data- ut111zat10n procedures also are used.

Qi
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implications for educators. Some of the general implications are
IRED researchreports and monographs. ;o

At the most general level, the IRLD research indicqtes that there
aré viable alternatives to those current evaliatioh practices which
lack . technical adequacy and which frequently are unrelated to making
instructional decisions. For the most part, evaluation of learming
disabled students is éﬁafa&iériged by pre and post testing on
standardized measures and by informal teacher procéaurés'daiihg the
course of instruction. The IRLD research findings 'suggéSt that
procedures that de-emphasize standardized testing—and that emphasize
continuous monitoring of pupil performance represent a more efficient
and effective approach to evaluation when providing special education
services to students. Further, the éTEéFﬁéEiéé ébbroaches-Wé have
developed require as;little as one to three minutes of testing time in
a specific area, can also be used to make identification and
eligibility decisions, and broader decisions about program
effectiveness ahd allocation of resources.

IRLD research focused mainly on identifying and analyzing
alternative evaluation measures in the areas of reading; spelling; and
written expression: Some initial work also was dohe in orail language
and mathematics: The mathematics work is being continied by local
school districts who participated in IRLD research. In addition,

research on non-academic measures (social adjustment) also was
. LY .

-
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be used to improve educational programs for students:

The specific nature of the alternative approach reflects the
notion that students must be measured on instructionally relevant
tasks that can be administered repeatedly, and that their performance

must be monitored continuously to identify when instructional,
motivational, or othér types of changes are needed to maintain student
performance growth. Furthermore; the information obtained must be

used systematically to make changes for students: The need for this

L]

type of approach is inherent in federal law (P.L. 94-142) which °

requires that schools construct individual educational programs (IEPS)

for special education students. The itﬁg must specify curriculum-

based goals, and procedures for measuring progress toward those goals.

A critical component of these procedures .is their usefulness in
generating data that can verify the extent to which program changes
lead to program goals.

The IRLD research verified that efficient measures could be

developed for readifg, spelling; written expression, oral language,
and mathematics. Procedures also’ were identified for social
adjustment; but these were more situation specific, ' thus Timiting
of the developed measures. Numerous implementation studies examiped
the feasibility of using the developed measures and the alternative
approach to evalu?f)on'within special education programs. Measures

and procedures were revised on the basis of these studies.



adopteds the recommended evaluation procedures in their special
~education programs. In some cases, the procedures were adopted only
for monitoring progress. of special education students. 1In. other

education  decisions,  including eligibility and  termination

considerations. 'The types of programs adopting the procedures have

been quite varied. For example, one school system is a rural
edicattonal cooperative comprised of six school districts. Tre school
diStFi?fé have a total of about 5,000 students, with approximately 250
served in special education. Another Schoo] S&Stém is a large urban

The total minority population accounts for 34.8% of the schoo]
population. Special education services are provided to 5200 studsnts
in this district. |

The adoption of the direct and frequent measurement procedures by
school systems speaks for its usefulness and feasibility. An
excellent case study of how such a measurement and evaluation system
might be created and employed is provided in IRLD Monograph No. 20.

'S



nature of eva]uat1on procedures typ1ca11y used by Spec1a1 eduo?t1on
teachers. Three specific questions are addressed in this chapterx

: What do teachers report to be their typ1ca1 evaluation ’\
practices? - , .

- To what extent do teachers use direct and %réqueht measuremeant
procedures for evatia

0 : ( l’e the 1nformat1on obta1ned,from
direct .and frequent measuremeh

to make instructional changeg?

For each quest1on the maJor f1nd1ngs are summar1zed and t@e da

ordered tn‘ terms \of recency); Specific evidence Ffor# the major

findings then is presented.

1. What Do Teachers Report to be Their Typical Evaluation Practices?
Findings: .\

a. Most teachers eva]uate student progress four times dur1ng

b: Teachers primarily rely on informal observations or informal

tests to assess student mastery of IEP goals; they rarely
use systematic evaluation procedures:

c. The confidence that teachers have regard1ng the accuracy of

the1r Judgments about student performance is un3ust1f1ed

Pata Sources : ] ' P ;

. Survey and observation of spec1a1 education tegchérs (RR 81)

Ev1dence ;
suFVéys and observations revealed that special education teachers

\
§

\
‘ | 1




most often mentioned critetion-referenced measures; teacher-made

e em e - wesssarv pruUgr Lo U oLl yguatld (RN 01, over
L

half of a group of nearly 156 'special education teachers (65.9%)

indicated that théy evaluate progress on IEP ob3ect1ves quarter]y, 20%

indicated week]y eva1uat1on or at perij d1c rev1ew, and less than 3%

indicated on1y annua1 eva]uat;%n of student performance. The major1ty

-

of teachers (65 37) re11ed on 1nforma1 obsenvat1ons compiled over each

“been met. Infbrmal, obsenyal

norm-referenced tests—'cr1ter1on referenced tests and ccnsu]tatibh

but also was the only method oF‘progress eva1uat1on used by 20% of the

teachers. The general pattern of thoices of methods of evaTuatibn was

the same for eTeméntary and seccﬁdary teaéhéFs; Aéééééﬁéﬁf of a

ithTVéde1nﬁorma1 observat1on for 80% of the teachers: A]most all

)

(6vef 96%5 of the teachers were confident in their se]eeted evaluation

procedures for determining student mastery.' In fact; these teachers”

indicated they were "Sure® or "very sure" about the student's level of

pérfofmahcé— However, 6B§éfvations revealed that these teachers:

for students who actua]]y had fa11ed obJect1ves teachers frequeht1y

indicated that they had been met

A group of LD teachers identified their evaluation procedures for

learning disabled students in reading, math, written language, "and |

L s } I )
spelling (RR 65, 80). No single procedure or general type of

v S . .
\.S -.’_\“,_.,,',:b TN

- s .

-evaluation was favored in reading and math: In'these areas, teachers -

w



tests/oral quizzes, informal observations of student performance;

direct and frequent measurement (i.e., precision teaching), and

standardized achievement tests.  Teachers also included workbook
é & .

scoring as a frequently used procedure for evaluating math progress.

Informal observation "of student performance was the chief form of

evaluation in written language, while teacher-made tests/oral quizzes
were. clearly the most relied on form of evaluation in spelling.

L) .

Informal observation of student performance primarily was used to
evaluate students in other acgdemic areas. -
Teachers' frequéncy of evaluation varied with the area in whicha

language and spelling; while daily evaluation in reading and math was
. - - -
mentioned by one-third of the teachers.. -

-2 O -

Teachers noted a numbaf of ways in which they use evaluation
information. Among the most commonly noted were aiééassihg progress
with student and ‘pérént; changing instructional plans; reteaching
- skills, and monitoring progress on 1EP goals and objectives. Few
teachers indicated that evaluation information was used to assign
.grades or review progress with the child study team. Most of the
teachers who used éVéiuétion;in}ormatioh to discuss progress with a
éVé1u§Eiéﬁ'iﬁ?6FﬁéEiéﬁ when reviewing progress with the team did so
much 1éss’?$éqﬁéﬁt1y (i:e:; éé@i;éhhuéiiy, annually). '
Most teachers were satisfied with the amount of time spent iff”
evaluation aétiVitiéS§ one-fourth of EﬁégééﬁﬁTé desired an increase in
evaluation, while 12.8% desired a decrease: . Three-fourths of the

i

19




teachers indicated they spent 30% of thei¥ time in evaluation. :The

remaining teachers .igdicated that they spent more than 30% of their

time in evaluation: ?

To_Whdt Extent Do Teachers. Use  Dirgct and Frequent Measuregent
Procedures for Evaluation? - ) |

i - V.
Findings: :
/7

direct and frequent measurement strategies, but few
suse them, S
b. Teachers believe that direct and frequent measurement
-is time consuming and takes away from instruc¥ional
time.
c. Teachers who do_use direct and frequent measurement

- a. Most spectial education teachers are Eggiliarwith

strategies, on the average, use only a small

proportion of a student's instructional time.
Data Sources:
© Surveys of experimental study participants (RR 124)
" Comparative study of formative evaluation effects (RR 97)
" Sukyeys of special educators (RR 67)
Interviews of special educators (RR 41)

Evidence: o
e ——— — - T _; _ o\ ‘ir\’ R Tt ke s HR :

Most surveyed teachers indicate . theylwere familiar with direct
N

Ut~ h1y from Qne-third to one=

and . frequent measurement strategie

half used the procedures with their students, evén though only a few

belijeved such ﬁéééufémééi was not ughful (RR 67). Some teachers, who
were interviewed following their participation in one %éséaf%h,piéiééi
in which they used direct and frequent measurement, indicated that -the
- proceduresstook too much time (RR 41).  However, only 26% of the
participants in another direct and. frequent ﬁéé§urement"gtudy (RR 97)



,,,,,,, & ' | o
ﬁrééedures were very t1me consuming. Of those teachers who typically

used direct and frequent measurement, most reported that’ 20% or 1ess

of the1r time was devoted to measurement act1y1t1es (RR 67). However;

var1ab111ty in time was i%ns1derab1e jsome teachers est1mated tﬁét

1nstruct1ona1 time. Yet, compar1son of teachers est1mated and actUEi

measurement “times indicated that teachers who used the techn1ques

'géhéra1iy oyerestimated how ﬁuéﬁ t1me was involved (RR 7).

To what Extent Po Teachers Usegtheginformatlgnggbta1ned from Direct

andAErquent Measurement to Make Instriuctional ChéhgeS?

Sk £ : ' , : C
Findings: 3 o

B "a. Teachars pr1mar11y rely on personal observat1on and

-~ ~judgment to make changes in 1nstruct1ona1 programS. Few

- ° teachers use direct and frequent evaluation strategies

to decide about changes in students' instructional plans .

- or to decide When to reteach or review a skill.

) b. Teachers who are,requ1red,to use d1rect and fﬁequeﬁt'
\& measurement strategies make more instructional program
- changes for students than do teachers not required to-
use the strategies. .
c. Changes made by teachers are variable;,the most common

characteristic of changes is the infrequency with
which they are made.:

Training in data eva]uat1on procedures should include a

Qi

focus on appropriate changes to make in instruction,

motivation, and physical sett1ng

o

ata So urces: v .
. Survey of LD teachers (RR 65, 80) -
* Comparative study o?;data ut111zat1on ru1es (RR 64)
] * Comparative study of teacher_go;}s (RR 61, 62) '
N T ; 3
Evidence:

The national survey of LD teachers revealed that subjective
teacher judgments played a major role in influencing intervention

21 o
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decisions (RR 65, 80). Siich factors were cited both in reiation to

initial decisions about a étude’nt's program and in re]atwn to

_program changes, Only 19%° of the teachers sa1d that changes in tha

L Id

two data ut111zat1on ru1es (RR 64) The f1r5t rile 1nvoTved compar1ng

student performance to a prespec1f1ed goa1 the second involved a
. . t

general directive to improve continuously upon the student's current
performance level. The results demonstrated that ﬁeachers who used
either rule made more program changes and more often used student

— - . o . ”vb . . R L
performance data to modify students' programs. than teachers who -did

-

not use <any data-utilization rule. Further, students’' reading

performance improved more when ' the data-utilizatien Jricuies Were
implemented by their teachers than when such rules were not used.

In another study; the quality ang quantity 6? teachers' changes
were compared Fcr teachers using long- térm goals and introducing

program changes at 1east every two weeksLand for teachers using short-

term goals and 1ntr0duc1ng program changes on1y as frequently as
%éeéssafy to en5ure that their students would achieve goals; A
greater percentage of teachers in the short-term goal gfaub(itﬁaaé no
changes in students' reading programs (RR 62).  hen chahges were
made; all teachers made a greater percentage of changés that were
characterized a;_inStrﬁétiénaT as opposed to either -motivational or

physical arrangement changes: Although teachers who sat 1ong-term

-
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the need for more -intensive training in

?
- A

i

' I -

e

-

made more changes overall, no differences in reading performance
¥ revealed for the stiudents in the two groups (RR 61): The finding
students' programs highlighted:

N - o
data evaluation procedures.

L

e



- " Chapter 4 *
\E; . Reading Evaluation
This chaﬁtgr-summaFiiég IRLD résearch findings related to reading
evaluation,. fﬁﬁéé~5ﬁééi?i6 ﬁgééfibpé are addressed in this chapter:
- ' T s T
* What are the characteristics of a recommended direct measure of
reading? : - -
* How should.the direct reading measure be administered and
scored? ‘ T ’ S
* To what extept aré basal reader ériierion:ré?éréhCéd tests
technically adequate? ;. ;
For' each question, the major findings are: sumnarized and the data

.sources- from which the figdings were obféjne&garé listed (generally
77777777777 B o S B "',,,,,,,,j,‘.j, ) _ 7 .
~ordered in termﬁ\ of recency). . Specific evidence for the major

. ) N . ) B - . ‘ .
findjings then is presented. ,
What Are the Characteristics of a ‘Recommended Direct Measure of
Reading? o | : : ! *’*/i:

. - .

Findings:

(=@ A direct measure of reading should focus on the
: behavior of reading aloud from text. Measures of this

behavior are technically adequate (valid, reliable, and
sensitive to student growth), have instructional
utility; and are logistically feasible .in the _

classroom. A second choice behavior to measure *is

reading.aloud from word Tists, -

b. When assessing a student's level of performance, the
“difficulty Jevel of the direct reading measure should be
f as’ close as’possible to the age-grade appropriate
level, withoyt reaching a level so frustrating that
the measure 1s insensitive to stu ntgriowth;
-, ¢ o

c. MWhen assessing a student's level of performance; reading
test items (text passaggs or words) should be selected
randomly from a mid-sized domain, such a¥ stories or -

words within one basal reader.

When selecting passages from one basal reader, it is .

desirable to select several “parallel™ forms.

QO

e. When assessing a student's mastery within progress

measurement, the reading mastery criterion should be
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an absolute raw scoreé corréct and incorrect criterion;
a recommended critérion i5.50-70 words correct per
minute, with 7 or fewer errors.
Data Sources: . n {.(/ _ .y
- Norming study (RR 132)
- Analysis of readab111ty formulas (RR 129) v
+ Comparative study of standard1zed and direct measures (RR 196)
- Direct measire re11ab1a1ty study (RR 109)
Imp]ementat1on study (RR 106) -
* Study of curriculum differences (RR §35>
J - Comparative study of formative evaluation effects (RR 88)
* Direct measures norm development (RR 87) l
- Study of a1ternat?ve reading performance criteria (RR 50) )
- Comparative study of three reading placement procedures .-
i }(RE{SS; 57) 5 a
. Comparatige study of reading domains (RR 55i7
: Long1tudipa1 study of learning trends on Eﬁb1e measures
(RR 49 E
. Pompérat1ve study of read1nq doma1ns and duraiidhs (ﬁﬁ déj
L
Evidence:

s

The issue of what &pecific béhaVianEEb measure when evaluating
= & L -
reading was addressed by a Sériés df studies on the technical

characteristics of direct readwng measures (RR 20). forrelations of

L five direct measures (reading aloud from text; reading aloud from ward

2 lists, read1ng isolated words presented in text: 1dent1fy1ng de]eted
\

WéFds in text, and qivinq word meanings) Wwith ‘standardized read1ng

tests 1nd1cated ‘Ehéii:performanCé on three of the direct measires

(reading aloud From text, reading aloud from  word 1ists, and

identifying deleted words in text) was correlated highly with

255
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pér?qrmance oti-the standardized Eééig, with the validity coefFicients
raneing betﬁeen .73 and 94, Significant correlations were replicated
in several other Staaiés (RR 56, 57, 88, 94). Both of the reading

a]oud measures conS1stent1y\Forre1ated h1gher w1th the stam?ard1zed

tests than did the cloze‘ measure (1dent1fy1ng ’deléied wordd),

Compar1sons of correct- performance on the three/measures across grades

(RBR 20, 87) and across t1me w1th1n grades (RR 87) revealed that the
cloze ‘measure was much less senswt1ve to student growth than either of

thé reading a1oud measures and further that the reading aloud from

StudenthFOWfﬁ than standardized tests (RR 126). The sensitivity of
the reading aloud . measure across and wWithin grades; and its

- reliability, were confirmed 1in additional studies with different
studént samp]es (RR 49, 106, 109, 132).

The issue of how to select the difficulty level of a reading
L8

aioud measure’ was addressed “in studies of va]idity (RR 57) and
Sénsitivity to student growth (RR 20, 57). These investigations

iindicated that when correct performance SCores WEre used; all
'i;airricuity levels were correlated significantly with achieverment test -

‘§ébres (RR 57); however, reading aloud passages of mid=range
difficulty maximized slope; indicating éréafér ‘sensitivity to student
growth (RR 20, 57).  When. error perforfiance scores. mere used,
difficulty level affected the size of the correlation of the direct

measure with achievement test performance (RR 57):
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should be selected to assess a student's performance was addressed
directly with respect to fé%diﬁg aloud from word 1ists (RR 48). In
comparisons of measures déf{ééa “from a Jlimited (200 words)
instructional level domain, an entire within-grade level domain,; and
an across grades (preprimer-grade 4) domain, it was found thatas the
size of the domain increased, sensitivity to student growth decreased.

However; variability of slope was greatest for measures selected from

K

the most limited domain. size; minimal variability is' desired.
Analyses of the effect of domain' size on the judged effects of

Given that it is easier to draw samples of items from a larger domain,
and that a somewhat restricted domain results in greater sensitivity
to student growth and reduted variability, a mid-size domain was
recommended -(RR 48). The widely-accepted procedure of random
selection from the domain also was recommended (RR 20).

The issue of _the appropr%ate procedure for .Séiécfihg reading

passages was highlighted by a study of the reliability and validity. of

alternative performance criteria (RR 59). 1In this"sfud’y,— reading
passages were sampled randomly until the readability i;§§d of two
passages coincided with the mean readability scores for the reading
levels: The ndmber 6?vba§§a§§§ that had to be selected ranged from &
to 145 over half of the 19 textbooks sampled required the selection of

identified. The problem is further complicated by the demonstrated ‘f/

7

27
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be minimal agreement among several formulas. _Second, the difficulty

of a passage also seems to be,influenced by the background of the .

student reading the passage: A\suggested procedure for reducing error

and increasing technical adequacy' is both to create>parallel foriis of

passages by selecting several alternative passages and to administer

them on consecutive days so that pupils' scores can be aggregated or

so that adm1n1strat1ons can be repeated until results agree on at
least two consecutive days (RR 59).:

The issue of the appropriate ecriteria to apply to determine

me whetherﬂa student has achieved mastery of mater1als was addressed in a

study that examined seven criteria recommended by various individuals.

“When the seven criteria were appiied to reading aloud from text scores

of stUdeﬁts, four were found to be -sensitive to student growth, to

demonstrate good criterion Va1idity With'stahdardiied tests; and t6

Given that criteria invo]ving the ca]cu1atibh of perCEhtages redUire

extra teacher tiﬁe* an abso]ute raw score criterion of 50-70 words

correct per m1nute with 7 or fewer errors was recommended.
e

5. How Shou]d the B1rect Reading Measure be Administered and Scored?

Findings: _ jali :

a. The duration of a direct reading measure should be from

one to three minutes each time it is administered;

b. Read1ng performance or progress on a direct reading

measure should be scored in terms of the number of words

read correctly.
2

c. Within an evaluation systém, the direct reading measure

should be administered at least two to three times per
week.

éi ' The determination of whether to measure. performance or

progress should be made in light of individual student

wr .
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adequate data.
) ..
Pata Sources:
* Single subject study (RR 120)
* Direct measure re11ab11ity study (RR 109)
- Direct measures norm deve]opment (RR 87
- Comparative study of data-utilization rules (RR 62)

. Cémhafatiye study of teacher goa]s (RR 61 62) -

- Teacher efficiency studies GRR 53)
. Comparat1ve study of read1ng doma1ns and durations (RR 48)

* Technical characteristics of direct reading measures (RR 20)

Evidence:

The issue of the duration of a direct reading measure was

addressed in several studies:. In studies of the technical
characteristics of reading measures (RR 20) and in the development of

data-utilization systems (RR 23), a one- m1nute assessment of: read1ng

™

was found ‘to va11g1y index read1ng prof1c1ency; Although correlations

between 30-second and 60=second reading aloud trials\were as high as

4:92 (RR 20), the 30=second duration was less sensitive o student

growth and was characterized by greater intra-indiv#ual variability
(RR 48): Comparisons of 30-second and 3-minute durations indicated
that ~the longer duration resulted in reduced intra-individual
variability and increased reliability (R 48). Given the Togistical

benefit 6? shorter tests wéiéhéd agaihst  the tg chn1ea1 and

~

1

to three minute duration was made. : \\

$
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Several studies provided evidence:on the issue of how to score
performance on direct reading measures; they consisténtiy ?éuﬁa that
either correct rate or percentage correct is a more valid score than .-
error rate.  Studies of the technical adequacy of direct reading
measures (RR 20) and a reliability study (RR 109) indicated that
correct performance is a more valid measure of reading performance
than is error performance. Cerrect performance scores were found to
discriminate among reading proficiencies as well as scores ref1ect1ng
a combination of correct and incorrect performance (RR 20). Furtherf
correct rate stability coefficients, indicative of a me asure's test-
retest re11ab111ty, were higher than error rate stability coefficients
(RR 87). In addition, validity _correlations .for error rate were
unreliable (RR 20). Given tnat one additional step is required to

calculate a percentage correct score; it was recommended that correct
rate be scored. For instrictional information; practitioners might
want to monitor both correct rate and error ratef

The issue of the frequency with which the direct read1ng measure

should be given in an evaluation systém-was-addrésSéd indiréétiy By )

23). Students who were measured on a da11y basis showed gre' ér

progress than students who were measured on a weekly bas1s.

measurement is the ideal; however, teachers f1nd daily measure"

be cumbersciie and time consuming (RR 53). In 1light of this;, a
compromise solution of two to three-times per week is recommended.

The issue of whether & reading evaluation system should use
progress measurement (in which the measurement domain changes each

’j -
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time a student masters a segment of the curriculum) or performance

measurement (1n Wh1ch the measurement domain remains the same) was |

examined in several stud1es; High correlations (cnhcurréhtiv&ltdity§

were found for Bbtﬁ-bé??é?ﬁéﬁéé and progress measures of re;H1ng, both

weré highly predictive of scores on standardized “achievement tests (RR
20; 57). The progress measures studied were based on mastery of books
within a reading curriculum: When the effect of the measurement
system (progress: vs; béFFbFﬁéﬁéé§ on student reading éézievement was

examined, no significant differences were found (RR 61); a,. similar
finding for spelling performance was provided by a Single-subject

dat

Ql
[« T
[«TH

experiment (RR 120).  However; in .a"‘st'u'dy of goals an
utiiizaticni teachers usihgjprdgréss measurement were more rea11§fi6_
and 6ptimis£ic abouf‘fﬁéir\éfudéhféi Arograms than were teachers waéi
used performance measurement [RR 62); further, progress measurement
teachers ihfroduced FéWér;ﬁhhéC*”"Fy program mbdi?iCétibhs A]so;~1n

a schoo1 d1str1ct where direct measurement procedures were adopted

d1str1ctew1de teachers more often selected progress m gasurement for

o ‘reading than they selected performance measurement (RR 64). Since

two approaches, ‘the decision may be made appropriately on the basis of
e

preferences and needs.

To What Extent Are Basal Reader Criterion-Referenced Tests Technically

Adequate? | o~

F1nd1ngs

-- Despite the content and face va11d1ty of basa1 reader

criterion-referenced tests, their technical adequacy is
often questionable; o .

»



Data §gurces: o et f;7 gefjffih“fj‘;} {553j,;if. | @fi:"""f
Analyses of basa1 reader cr1ter10n referenced tests (RR 113
122, 128 130) SR S

Evidence: By *

referenced tests from” Houghton- M1ff11n (RR 113), G1ﬂh 7j> {RR 122);’
Scott-Foresman (RR_ 128), and HoIt (RR 130) 1nd1cated/ cons1derab]e

variability in technical adequacy.> The re11ab111ty and va11d1ty of_r

the Houghton M)ff11n end-of-Tevel 11 bas1c read1nq test were found to L !

be less than adequate. For the Ginn 720 end of 1eve1 11 mastery test .

réliébi1ity and validity were acceptab]e for the cgmpos1te test

scores; But variable for the subtests. Reliabilégy and va11d1ty of -

acceptable for the total test; butsno& for some of the scale Scores.

Analyses of the Holt management program level 13 test indicated that

the criterion-related validity was _acceptable; but that the test-

retest reliability and the conven ent and d1scr1m1nant validity were

questlonable It was conq]uded that test - censumers must demand
\

emp1r1ca1 va11dat1on before re1y1ng on criterion- referenced test data

for making 1nstruct10na1 dec1s1ons

ced test appéaréd' ,



Chapter 5
Spelling Evaluation

This chapter summarizes ~ IRLD research findings :related to
spelling evaluation. Two, specific questions are addressed in this
chapter:

- What are the characteristics of a recommended direct measure

; of spelling? ~
* How should the direct spelling measure be administered and
. scored? , ;

¢ 1 xsources from which -the findings were obtained are “listed (generally
“.‘6rdéréd in terms of ‘Féééhéyﬁ; Specific evidence for the major
f}nd%ngé fﬁé? is presented; L e
" '7. " What Are the Characteristics of a Recommended Direct Measure of
Spelling?: o B |

Findings:

a..: A direct measure of spelliing should focius on the’
- -~ " behavior of writing words dictated from l4ists: . R
" . Measures of this behavior are technically adequate .
-+ (valid, reliable, and sensitive to student growth),
. have instructional utility, and are logistically .
Feasible in the classroom. A second choice behavior

. to measure is writing compositions. s

" b. ‘When assessing a stiudent's level of ‘performance; the

' f?‘f' - difficulty level of the direct spelling measure should
. ~ be within one to two grades of the student's .

instructional -level.

c. “When assessing a ‘student's level of performance, words

’ ' included in a dictated spelling 1ist should be
selected ‘randomly from the domain of words in the

spelling text or. basal reader;
o O .
Data Sources: : » S

i - Norming study .(RR 132)

N L




. D1rect measure re11ab1T1ty study (RR 109)
- Direct measures norm deve]opment (RR 87)

.

. Long1tud1na1 study of 1earn1ng trends on simple measures
RR 49

E . Deve]opment of data utilization systems (RR 23)
. Techn1ca1 characteristics of direct spe111ng measures (RR 21)

Ev1dence: o
- A

The -issue. of what speC1f1c behav1ors to measure when evaluating

spelling was addressed by a series of stud1es on the techn1ca1

J?Ehéracter1st1cs of direct sﬁe111ng measures (RR 21). - Porre]at1ons of

‘compos1t10ns) with standard1zed spe111ng tests 1nd1cated that
corre]ated h1gh1y with standard1zed tests, with 'the va11d1ty

o . o _ I A
coefficients ranging between .80 and .96. A moderately high
correlation (;g’o\jk,waé obtained betweep spelling performance on the

- writing compositions measure and = performance on a standardized

spelling test: - zSSt'réteSt’ alternate-form, ahd 1nter3udge i

R

réi%ab%iity levels were high; at least when correct performance was

stréd (RR iégﬁz Comparisons of correct performance on the wr1t1h§

words dictated from {sts measure across,grades and across time within

21, 89, 87,132), | - T
Thie: issue of the épprép’r’ia’t’e’ difficulty Tevel of a measure of

: 1eve1 was’ addreSSed by a study oF the techn1ca1 characteristics’ df

diréét spe111ng measures (RR 21) and a study on the development of .

norms for ‘direct measures (RR 87). When correct performance scores

A

»
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lists of words. in a basal reader, the recommendation was made that

words included in a dictated spelling 1ist measure be within one to
two grades of the student's instructional level.

The issue of the appropriate domain from which words should be
student progress when teachers made program chéhgés on .the basis of
student performance on words from a small domain (a within-grdde-Tevel

; list of words) and when teachers made changes on the basis of student
performance on words from a large domain (a 1ist of words selected
from across several grade levels} (RR 23). Both domains produced -
measures that were sensitive to student growth~ over time.

Examinations of the validity of curriculum-based speliing. meagures

N

words and arbitrarily selected words had high correlations . with
achievement tests, but ordered words had 1ow concurrent- validity (RR
21).  Given the lack of additional research, the widely-accepted

ﬁ%?éé&dré of random selection from the domain was recommended.

‘8. How Should the Direct Spelling Measure be Administered and Scored?
Findings: ’
a. The duration of a direct spelling measure should be
from two to three minutes each time it is administered:
Paced dictation at a rate of 15 seconds per word is an

‘ /
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acceptable procedure.

b. Performance on a direct spelling measure should be

scored in terms of either the number of words spelléd
correctly or the number of letters in correct sequence.
-Letters in correct sequgnce is preferred for

Tow-functioning students.

c. Within an evaluation system, the direct spelling

measure should be administered at least two times
per ‘week .

d. The determination of whether to measure performance

- or progress should be made on the basis of individual

student and teacher needs. The two procedures produce
similar results. } . ' : i ;
Data Sources: - _ “
* Single subject study (RR 120) 7
" Direct measure rediability study (RR 109) -
Direct measures -norm development (RR 87) ’

* Comparative study of data-utilization rules (RR 64)

Teacher efficiency studies (RR 53) ..

* Development of data-utilization systems (RR 23)

" Technical characteristics of direct Spelling measures (RR 21)

Evidence: - ;

Intercorrelations among scores. from three test durations (1, 2,
and 3 minutes) were all high; further; all test durations demonstrated

acceptable concurrent validity with standardized achisveisnt tests (RR
21).  Given that limited behavior samples reduce a measure’s

sensitivity to student growth and that Tow-functioning students will

write few words during a short duration test, it was recommended that

the duration of ,the test be ;?rbﬁ two to three minutes. Paced
N ’ ,.7 .

dictation at a rate of 15 seconds pér word Was used in' seven different
studies with demonstrated vaHdity, reliability, and sensitivity to
student growth (RR 21; 23, 87, 109,, 120). GiVéﬁ that _the behavior

»

B
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sample from low-functioning students probably would be low without

pacing, paced dictation was recor
\

mended; the 15-second pacing appeared
appropriate on the basis of its ddmonstrated tachnical adequacy.
studies on the issue of ‘h8Ww to score performance on d1rect7
spe111ng measuresrconsistent1y found that correct performance %coresﬂ
were more valid and reliable than error scores';fR 21, 109). Both the

number of words spe]led correct]y and the nuilber of correct letter

o

sequences shiwed h1gh corre1at1ons W1th standardized achievement tests
(RR 21) In add1tlon 1nterscorer re11ab111ty was very high for both

types of scores (RR 87 109) However correct letter Sequence Sscores

scores (RR 87) Yoo 2 S

The jssue- of the frequency w?th which the direct spelling measure

shou1d be given in an evaluation system was addressed by data

co]lected dur1ng the- deve]opment of . data ut111zat1on systems (RR 23).

howed greater .
. progress than students who were measured on a week]y basis. Daily"-

',measurement s the 1dea1 since seven data.po1nts are needed _to make

program decisions; however teacgsis find da11y vneasurement to be.

cumbersome and t1me consum1ng (RR Thus; a comprom1se_of at least

two timess<per WEek 1s recommended : 7

The 1ssue of whether a spe111ng eva]uat1on system shou1d use

- progress measurement (1n which the measurement domain changes each

t1me a student masters a segment of the cu(:acu1um) or performante

measurement (1n whwch“the measurement domain—remains the same) was

)
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found in spelling performance as a function of the system. Given that
X b Lo
‘64), it was

teachers sometimes prefer one system over the other (RR
recommended that the decision be made on the basis of teacher and

student preferences and ngeds. ' .

0!




Chapter 6 L
Written Expression Evaluation - -

:;\?His chapter summarizes IRLD research fingd inqs related to written

expression evaluation. Two specific questions are addressed in thts
chapter:

* What are the characteristics of a recbmmended direct measure of
written expression? o .

- How sheuld the direct wr1tten express1on measure be

administered and scored? ~
For. each quest1onf the maJor f1nd1ngs are summar1zed and the data,
ordered 1n terms of recencyO. Spec1f1c ev1dence for the ma1or .
findings then is pfe"séntéaf ' ' |
What Are the Charaeter1st1cs440£44LARec0mmended D1reg} Measure ofs,' 
Written Expression? = - K

Findings: )

-~ A d1rect measure of - wr1tten express1on should focus .

on the behavior of writing compositions in response to

a verbal stimulus, Certain measures of this behavior

(total words written, total words spelled correctly, or

lettérs inicorrect sequence) are techn1ca11y adeguate

(valid, relidble, and sensitive to student growth), have

instructional ut111ty, and are 1og1stica11y feas1b1e in

the classroom.
Data Sources:
: -
* * Norming study (RR 132) '
. Comparat1ve study of standardized and d1rect measyres (RR 125)
* Direct measure re11ab111ty study (RR 109)

- "Longitudinal study of learning trends on s1mp1 m ures
RR 49) :

: Techn1ca1 character1st1cs of direct written eibfess?6n :

'/ (_,_ : 39



Evidence:

L e

A series oF. studies demonstrated that story starters topic

..

fsentenCES and picture stimili could be used to’ collect written
'compa;Jt1ons from students (RR ééi;~ When compositions obtained from
these approaches were scored in terms of total words, words spe]led

'jcorrect1y, and correct Jetter sequences, corre1at1ons between - scores

‘"‘on the d1rect measures and standard1zed ach1evement tests were h1gh

" Internal cons1stency re11abi11ty also was high for all three.
However, since oiafaﬁai stimuli generally are more expensive to

produce and are Jess eas11y incorporated into a response .form,: verba?
stimuli are.preferred: Both story starters and top1c sentences may be:
pr1nted at the top of lined paper to a11ow students to look at the
Comparisons of story starter: bérformance in terms) of words.
written and corréct<ié£téﬁ'§éaaéﬁaé§ across grades and within grades,
indicated that both measures demonstrated adequate sens1t1v1ty to

student growth (RR 49 132) Further the d1rect measures of written

10 weeks than a standard1zed test on which virtually no growth was. -

evident (RR 126). Test retest alternate-form, and Interaudge?

re11ab111t1es genera]]y were qu1te h1gh when correct performance was

.70 (RR 132)
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‘Scored?

F%ﬁ&ﬁﬁééi

ormance on a d1rect wr1tten express1on measure _

should be scored:in terms of esither total" -number of S

3 words or number of correct]y spe]]ed words.

¢. Within an evaluation system,itwo or three writing

samp]es should be elicited on each measurement
occasion.
Data Sources:
* Direct measure reliability study (RR 109)
- Aggregation study (RR 94).
* Direct measures norm development (RR 87)
. Comparat1ve study of wr1tten express1on scor1ng procedures

(RR 84)
- Reliability of writtéh expression measures (RR 50) v
,,,,, v
* Longitudinal study of learning trends on simple measures
RR 49) v

- Technical characteristics of direct written expression
measures RR 22)

Evidence:

éofréiatidhs Eét&ééﬁ performance on the direct written expression
measure. and a develépmental sentence score at the end of three, four,
and five minutes were all high (RR 22). The thres-minute gaaaiéé of
writing. produced the widest range of scores: Use of a EﬁFéé-ﬁiﬁﬁEé

i

duration in other studies produced data that were very sensitive . to
student growth across and within grade levels (RR 22, 87).

Compard§Bns of six scoring procedures (mean T-unit length; mature
words, total words written, large words, words spelled cafféeé1y; and

B
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‘corret letter sequences) in terms of validity; reliability, and
" sensitivity to student growth indicated that three (total words
written; words spelled correctly, and correct letter sequences) had

?.the greatest techn1ca1 adequacy (RR 22, 50). étéFéSAbF mature words,

total words wr1tten words spelled ccrrECtiy; &hg; ééFFéEE“]egter;“R \

sequences  correlated significantly with standardized written
expression measures (RR 22) and evidenced good test-retest and

- parallel-form reliability: Discriminative validity with respect to
" grade 1eve1s a1so was demonstrated (RR 49, 87) HdWéVér; since mature

] o o owmhy
. words is. more: d1ff1cu1t to score,, and correct letter. sequences iﬁ%l“’

— A - :

“quite t1me consum1ng, scoring e1ther tota1 ‘words _written or number of

correctly spe]]ed ‘Words  was recommended. Scor1ng of corréct

.performance “is recommended since the re11ab111ty of ifcorrect

performance is too 1ow For . it to be used in educational decision
‘making- (RR 109).  Inter-judge. agreepeqs in scoring total words
~written, words spelled correctly, and correct letter sequences.swas
'aé;y_ﬁ%gﬁ (8 04). |

found for single written expreSS1on samp]es (RR 50). | Aggregating

three writing samp1es and us1ng the mean sqore résulted in acceptable
re11ab111ty (RR 94). On this basis, it was recomfended that at least
two, and preferably three, writing samples should be elicited on.each

measurement occasion:




. descriptive accuracy scores indicated - that certain meastres of

This chapter summarizes IRLD research find1ngs related to oral

language evaluation. Two specific quest1ons are addressed iﬁitﬁis

chapter:
* What are the character1st1cs of a recommended d1rect measure

of oral language?

* How should the direct oral 1anguage measure be administered

and scored?
;3§i?§§%ﬁ question, ' the” major findings are summarized and the data
sGtirces from which the findings were obtained are listed (generally
ordered in terms 6? recency).  Specific evidence for the major

Iy

findings then is presented —

What Are the Character1stlcsgofgagReeemmendedADJrect MeaSure of Oral

Findings:

== A direct measure of oral language shduld focus on the
behavior of describing a p1cture stimulus.
Data Sources:
- Study of expressive language (RR 83) %
Evidence: “

An-initial investigation of the relationship between a direct
measure of oral language and more elaborate; psychometrically adequate .

measures of the quality of language (semantic/syntactic complexity and

children's picture descriptions (number of non=repetitive words) were

highly correlated with the more elaborate methods of analyzing

M
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language samples (RR 83). Concurrent validity of the. direct oral
language measure was supported by correlations between :89 and .97
with the semantic/syntactic complexity and descriptive accuracy
scores: Additional research is needed on other technical
characteristics (reliability; sensitivity to student growth) of a
direct oral language neasure. » |

How Should the-Direct Oral Language Measure be Administersd and

Scored?

Findings: )
3. Performance on a direct oral language measure should
be scored in terms of the number of non-repetitive

words spoken.

b. The oral language measure should be administered by a

familiar examiner,.

Data Sources: <

* Study of expressive Tanguage (RR 83)
Evidence:

When children's oral language samples were scored in terms of the
number of non-repetitive words spoken, high correlations (.89 to .97)
were found with psychometrically adexuate and iore complicated
measures of semantic/syntactic complexity and descriptive accuracy
scores (RR 83). In addition, both the quality and quantity of spoken
language was greater when the tester was familiar rather than
un?émiiiaf; suggesting that optimal performance will be obtained by a
familiar examiner. '

2
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This chapter summarizes IRLD research f1?d1ngs re]ated to
mathematics evaluat1on TWo specific quest1oﬁs~é§é addressed 1n this

chapter: . ’ : | R
\' ; -~
- of mathematics?

* How shou]d .the d1rect mathemat1cs measire be adm1n1stered

and scored?
For each question, the major Findings are summarized and the dataﬁ

ordered in terms of recency). Specific evidence for the major
findings then is presented:
What Are. theAACEaEaéiéiiéiiééegofggaAJieccmmended Direct Measure of

Matnemat1cs7

- Pre11m1nary data suggest that a direct measure of

- mathematics should focus on the calculation of math
computation problems.

Data Sources : 7
: Norm1ng study (ﬁﬁ 132) A \)
* Direct measure reliability study (RR 109)

Evidence:
A study of the test-retest reliability, alternate-form

réiiébiiify, and interjudge reiiabiiéty indicatéd that carréct

Intergudge reliability was very high across a]] types of problems (.90

to :99) and test-retest reliability was good (.78 to .93), but

alternate-form reliability was @nly moderate on addition, subtraction,

Sy
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and multiplication’ (.61%0 .72) and_ Tow on division (.48)." Mn a Tocal

norming . study, ‘the alternate-form correlation was low for both
multiplication (.61) and division (.48) (RR 132).  Afthough math

measures used in the Tocal norming study showed grade Jlevel.

differences; they did.rot always reflact higher 5éFF6éﬁ3hce by older .

students. However, the measurement task in that study did vary for

different grades in some cases. Additional research is needed on
sensitivity to student A§F3ﬁtﬁ\ and other technical characteristics
(e.9., validity). of a divect mathematics measire. Such Fégéa%éh may
lead to refinement of the Fééﬁﬁﬁéﬁaéd.dfféctAmééSUFé 6F,@atﬁéﬁéfié§;

How Should the Direct Mathematics Measure be Administered and Scored?

Findings: N
a. The types of problems presented to a student may be
~ determined by the grade level of the student or may
sample from all types of math functions.

(@ ]

Performance on a direct mathematics measure should be
scored- in terms.bf the number of digits correct. _
c. Within an evaluation system, several samples should

be elicited on each measurement occasion:

Data Sources: e A ' ¢

* Direct measure reliability study (RR 169)

Evidence:

When students’ in grades 4 and 5 Were . teSted on math problems

o 3 . T _ g . - e B
14mited according. to their grade level, most reliability coefficients

were in an acceﬁi!t]é;range (RR 109).  Only interjudge reliability
(.93) and test=retest reliability (.93) were calculated for a single
measure ‘that included all math functions: Additional dats are, needed
beforg a specific recommendation can be made as tg the scope of

problems included :::; direct measure of mathematics.
. _ J - &2 ' -
- . 4
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_Reliability data clearly indicated 'that correct performance on
T ' i

. - o I T e
math problems should be scoréd (RR 109) : While correct performance
scores producgd good to high gzﬂiabi1ity coefficients; incorrect
o performance scores often produced

(e.g., ~.09). The correct performance scores were' calculated by

f;ounting the number of digits . correct; a digit was considered correct
"if it appeared in the correct place within the answer.

Aiféfﬁéfé-?d%ﬁ réiiabiiiiy coefficients for direct mathemat ics

. measures sometimes were lower than desirable (e.g., division - .48),

- testing pccasion (RR 109). The student's score would be an average of

i * 'the scores on the repeated administrations.

; ‘ \
s : | | B

'_-, .

[+
N

very low reliability coefficients X.
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Chapter 9
Social Adjustment Evaluation @
This chapter -sumarizes IRLD research findings related to
‘ mathematics evaluation. Two specific questions are addressed in this
chapter: ' o ' '

| . " What are! the characteristics of a. recommended direct measure

of social adjustment? :

* How should the direct social adjustment measure be

-administered and scored?” '

For each question, the major findings are s&ﬁﬁéF%iéﬁr.Sﬁa the data
sources from which the findings were 66taihéd are listed (géné}aiiy
‘ordered [in terms of rec